
March 19, 1 986 LB 807

the fed, the ICC and some others had said there wil l b e no
safe..y given up by eliminating that caboose, but you kind of
had to trust us. You kind of had to trust the people saying
it wouldn't be. We didn't have any way of measuring that.
Well, things are different now. Things h a v e c h anged in
three y ea rs b e c ause w e h a ve b e en r u n n in g c abooseless t r ai n
operations in other states for the last two years and we
have a body of evidence that has been reported i n f o r s o me
16 million train miles of cabooseless operat i on s an d t h e
facts are in. There is no sign i f i ca n t d i f f e r en c e . Ther e i s
no increase in safety hazards due to running trains without
cabooses. What might have held true three years ago, what
might h av e b e e n h ar d to pr o ve b ecau se y ou c an ' t p r ove a
n egative t h r e e ye ar s a g o , now there is evidence that says
what we thought was true is true and all these other states
that are running cabooseless operations have shown it to be
true. T here is no significart difference in the safety
operation of that train with or without a caboose. You take
that one issue, the reason why it was voted i n t h r e e y e a r s
ago, and say that issue is changed, the evidence in and that
issue is no longer valid, t hen y ou r ev e rt back t o the
economics . We ar e v er y , v ery con c e r ne d ab o u t economic
development in the state, I am and all of you are because we
have some real problems out there, especially i n t he
agricultural sector. Y ou take away the safety as a valid
issue, you look at the economics and you say, w h y h a v e i t '?
I look at those three issues and . 'say, if labor management
has decided that we' ve given it away already, we' ve already
agreed to it, why have it? I look at the economics of the
i ssue a nd I see , if we don't need i t from a s a f et y
standpoint, if it doe n't serve any useful purpose, it's an
u nnecessary co st , w h y have i t ? I l o ok a t t he t h i r d i ssue ,
the safety, and I say, the results are in and the safety
hazards have no t s h own any significant difference, why have
it? Those three issues I think have adequately been
answered and I recommend that we advance LB 807 which is the
repealing of the mandatory caboose law in the State of
Nebraska.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Mr. Clerk, I understand we have a motion.

CLERK: M r . Pr es i d e n t , actua l l y , I do n ot . A l l t h e mo t i on s
I had pending have been withdrawn. I have nothing on the

S PEAKER NICHOL: O k a y . Senator Pappas , y ou ' r e u p n e x t t hen .

b i l l .
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